All paper, except Ch.73.III, small fragments of birch-bark each containing only one or two characters: 502 is a block-print with Chinese pagination; 765 is written on modern Russian paper. The make-up of the manuscripts has been described as pothī, concertina, roll, scroll, and book-form.
Introduction to a Catalogue of the Tibetan Manuscripts from TunHuang in the India Office Library Louis de la Vallée Poussin
Even if the texts contained in our manuscripts had been complete and furnished with tolerably clear colophons, the task of arranging them in a reasonable and practical order would have been difficult. It is well known that the Tibetan lo-tsa-vas were not always able to decide whether a praṇidhāna is a Vinaya, Sūtra, or Tantra: the same text is sometimes to be found in two parts of the Bkaḥ-ḥgyur. Even the distinction between Bkaḥ-ḥgyur and Bstan-ḥgyur is not in every case certain. To give a few instances -the Aṣṭamaṇḍalaka is both Mdo and Rgyud; the Prajñā-pāramitā-hṛdaya is both Śer-phyin and Rgyud; the Bhadracarī is both Ḥdul-ba and Rgyud, but its commentary is Mdo-ḥgrel.
To the essential difficulties of arrangement of Buddhist matter are to be added the difficulties due to the state of a large part of the collection, and, last but not least, to my own narrow limitations. It is, for instance, beyond my power to ascertain whether an unidentified 'tāntrik' fragment is Mahāyāna-sūtra or Tantra; whether a 'śāstra' fragment is properly called Śāstra (a translation from an Indian treatise) or Siddhānta (Śāstra of Tibetan origin). We possess such Siddhānta (the works of Dharmasiddha for instance); and in some cases affinities with the Mañjughoṣahāra-vajra's Siddhānta and quotations of Sūtras known to be rather unfamiliar to Sanskrit authors give some evidence in favour of Tibetan authorship. Therefore, while aiming at a scientific arrangement, I have chiefly endeavoured to make researches as easy as possible. From many points of view this catalogue is a tentative work. The following order has been adopted: parallel to the width: the larger scrolls are mounted on thin Chinese paper (often cut from several Chinese texts), inaccurately written. 5. Book-form. In 420 the leaves are joined at the top, elsewhere in the European way.
The rolls of the Aparimitāyur-jñāna-sūtra (310) deserve special notice. The paper is quite different from the paper of the other manuscripts in the collection. The majority consists of three sheets, each with two pages, stuck together to make a roll of six pages: some have seven pages, an additional half sheet having been added. All the copies examined agree with the two edited by Professor Sten Konow (Hoernle, Manuscripts Remains, Hoernle_1916: pp. 289 et seq.) in omitting 8 to 31 of the Hoernle edition. Some copies have been corrected in red ink, and may record the scribes, the same names occurring more than once.
PAGINATION
The leaves of the pothīs are usually numbered, verso, on the left -seldom on the rightmargin; sometimes recto (e.g. 592, where there is no consistency). http://idp.bl.uk/education/poussin/index.a4d with a subscribed ra (gra). A previous numbering is cancelled in the superscribed sa series. s+ka (ts+ba) : s+kha (l+ba) : s+ga ('a+ba) s+nga (ch+ra and c+ra) 14 To sum up, it is doubtful whether our manuscripts support Laufer's opinion that "'writing was then in its initial stage; and the rule as to when the letter a was a necessity, and when it could be dispensed with, was not yet clearly developed'".
As concerns two peculiarities of the unclassical spelling, the da-drag and the ya-btags (Laufer_1914a: pp. 57 and 96; Barnett, Ancient Khotan, Stein_1907: i. 559, and Barnett_1903: p. 110), nowhere are they carefully applied. The da-drag is in full swing in a large number of manuscripts, but consistently practised in few; it is absolutely wanting in some (e.g. 300). According to Barnett it was already beginning to be dropped in actual speech, and according to Laufer there was no hard-and-fast rule for its application in writing and it was no proof of antiquity itself. The ya-btags is much more common and, it may be said, the rule. 
WRITING, PUNCTUATION
The writing is described as dbu-can and dbu-med, although real dbu-med with the ligatures given by Csoma is not common. The dbu-can is of the well-known type, more or less cursive: 'square' dbu-can occurs in a few manuscripts.
As is well known, i is written i and I [reversed]. Many scholars believe that the different forms correspond to phonetic variants, either in quantity or 'timbre'. The impression is that they are used indiscriminately, for practical purposes, an explanation that seems sufficient. The different ways of writing Om, Hūm, Svāhā are interesting (e.g. 97, 317, 516, 548, 558). The forms of the letters are the usual ones, except for 'a (noted above), and for ra superscribed, which is often very like nga (e.g. 48, 221). Nga and na are sometimes subscribed in yang, dang, and yin, usually when words occur at the end of line, but not always.
Abbreviations like ngagi = ngag gi are not rare (see also suppression of 'a in bi above). http://idp.bl.uk/education/poussin/index.a4d
Anusvāra is rare except bījas, although thaMs= thams is common enough.
In punctuation the classical rule -no dot before the stroke except after nga -is usually ignored. A number of manuscripts have two dots : before the stroke and a single dot after every syllable; in others one or two dots are used indiscriminately. A dot before the genitive suffix 'i is frequent, even after u and o.
To sum up, I am certainly not tempted to overestimate the importance and antiquity of the present collection. It was natural that the discoveries in Central Asia should have been greeted with enthusiasm, and their linguistic and archaeological interest is in fact enormous; but there is no reason why everything from Central Asia should be very interesting. I lack the competence necessary for understanding and criticizing a large part of the collection, namely the pure Tibetan works; the catalogue required the endeavours of a Tibetan scholar, whereas I claim only some knowledge of philosophical and Sūtrik Tibetan.
I do not believe that there is as yet a Tibetan palaeography. As far as I can judge, the use of the da-drag and ya-btags, the use and abuse of 'a, and that sort of thing, are not proofs of a high antiquity. I have no title to form an opinion on the nature or the date of the paper used, but the presence in the collection of a sheet of nineteenth-century European paper shows that modern documents may have found their way into the celebrated cave library.
The great majority of works which I have been able to identify have been traced in the Bkaḥ-ḥgyur -Bstan-ḥgyur. They are attributed to the same translators, when the translators are given, in the manuscripts. Two of the colophons state that the translation is in brda-gsar, new style. But there are many divergences from the canon, and in a few cases different translations of the same texts, which are very interesting and constitute a direct proof of the antiquity of the manuscripts. For instance, 96 translates adhiṣṭhāna byin kyi rlabs, 97 has gnas. Folio 34 of 112 gives also an indication of the progress realized by the new translators.
